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Filion; Dr. M. Singer 
Call to order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


It was agreed to postpone consideration of the Report from the Senate 
Appeals Committee to later in the meeting, to allow a little extra time so that 
those members of the Committee who had not yet arrived, might be here 
when the Report was presented. It would also allow Mr. Graham Martin, 
Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, to provide information at the 
beginning of the meeting, on a number of issues which had been raised at 
an earlier Senate meeting. 


Approval of Minutes 


With respect to the minutes of the meeting of September 26, 1980, it was 
noted that Prof. Kusy should be added to the list of members present at that 
meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. GROSS, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 
26, 1980, AS CORRECTED, BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien stated that he had no remarks to make at this time and instead, 
he would ask Graham Martin to make his presentation under this agenda 
heading. 
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In response to a question that had been raised at the last Senate meeting, Mr. 
Martin advised that last year the cost of escalator maintenance in the Hall 
Building was $61,020.00. This did not include electricity costs. 


In briefing Senate on the status of the Library projects currently underway 
he explained that on the Sir George Williams Campus the building 
concerned would replace the Norris, Shuchat, and S.E.L. Libraries, 
although, a final decision has not yet been taken on the latter, with 
substantial expansion of library space, in a single large building with 
additional facilities for classrooms, offices, etc. The Loyola Campus project 
was a Straight expansion, which would involve doubling the size of the 
Vanier Library. The difference in size of the two buildings was reflected in 
the schedule, in that in order to have the two buildings completed at the 
same time, the planning of the project on the Loyola Campus could actually 
be started a year later than on the SGW Campus. Both projects were 
expected to be completed in 1984. 


With respect to the Student Information System, Mr. Martin advised that 
what he could give Senate at this meeting was a status report, based on the 
comparatively little detail available at this stage. He explained that he has 
looked into this, particularly over the past summer but even previous to that, 
and the more one looks into the matter, the more one realizes the 
tremendous complexity and the quagmire that we seem to get into with the 
Student Information System. He emphasized that there was no doubt that 
the changes Which were necessary to the System would affect almost all 
parts of the University, not only the purely administrative departments such 
as the Registrar, Admissions and Computer Centre. 


He advised that one very key factor, and indeed, one of the reasons why so 
many Universities, Departments of Education, etc., find themselves in 
trouble with the student record, was that they lose sight of how dynamic the 
record actually was, and how crucial the time element was. It was not just a 
simple listing of a bunch of courses. The whole record system was affected 
by a very large number of processes and people, and indeed, the timing of 
things becomes extremely important. 


Another problem which quickly came to light was our own local problems 
with resources, particularly with respect to things like the availability of 
classrooms, which lead to last minute changes in data tied In with the 
Student Information System. Also, the fact that the system was flexible, and 
allowed for a lot of decentralized decision-making, created its own set of 
problems. Deadlines were another factor which have a crucial impact upon 
the whole operation of the system, particularly the deadline for submitting 
grades in the Spring which ties in with the whole performance of the 
registration system for the Summer Session and correspondingly later on. 
Finally, he advised that one of his key concerns was how to analyze the 
various demands on the system which arise from different groups for 
different reasons, in order to put them into priority areas for tackling. 


In terms of action, Mr. Martin advised that he has established three task 
forces in the administrative area, to look at the whole process of change, 


since it was the changes to the system which created the bulk of the errors. 
The task forces deal respectively with names and addresses, course changes 
and programme changes and each group was expected to present a report 
some time next month. 


He explained that a lot of the criticism to the system focuses on programmes 
and programme changes, particularly in terms of transcripts and statistics. 
He advised that at the moment there was very loose or non-existent control 
in this area and he felt that that situation was going to have to be changed. 
He also felt that the course change procedure would have to be tightened up 
and possibly centralized. Consideration might also have to be given to 
re-introduction of the course change fee. Other things that would have to be 
looked into included definitions; courses with the same number; 
determination of graduation requirements; the development of a priority 
system; the internal systems in both the Registrar's Office and the Computer 
Center, with reallocation of responsibility within these units; expansion of 
"on-line" systems; the development of a long term strategy for the. Student 
record system, etc, etc. 


In summary, he advised that work was proceeding on several levels, some 
short range, some longer range, in an attempt to improve the current 
operations and to look ahead in the planning for changes in the future. He 
was optimistic that in the longer run the system would be considerably 
tightened up, but insofar as the shorter run was concerned, while there 
would be some improvements over the next few months, he did not really 
expect any miracles in that time frame. 


It was stated that by definition, the Student Information System, in the final 
analysis, was the whole University itself and as such, the entire University 
would have to be involved in the redefinition of the system . Consequently, 
at some point, Senate should consider the establishment of a 
University-wide group to look at the effects of academic changes on the 
system, and the effects of changes in the system, on the academic side of 
the University. 


Mr. Martin explained that his plan was to get those departments under his 
jurisdiction into shape first, which was the principle behind setting up the 
working task forces. The intent was to have the task forces present 
documents which could then come to Senate for the broader questions, and 
the establishment of a committee or subcommittee of Senate, at that time, 
might be the most sensible way of handling the matter. 


In response to a question concerning the development of an "on-line" 
academic evaluation system, Mr. Martin stated that in a way this was tied in 
with the question of graduation check lists, which ranked about third or 
fourth among the priority items. At the same time, the improvement of the 
feedback on conditional standing generally, was going on now. Also, with 
respect to the relationship between the number of course and programme 
changes and the present level of academic advising, Mr. Martin advised that 
he could not say whether the task force which was dealing with this, would 
be specifically addressing themselves to academic advising, although the 
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mandate given to them was as broad as they could see themselves making it. 
However, he felt that it would probably be negligent on their part not to do 
so, because it was recognized that it tied in significantly with the problem of 
course changes and even more significantly with the question of fees for 
course changes. 


Mr. Martin advised that while he would expect to receive reports from the 
task forces possibly in December, he did not propose to necessarily make 
them public until after they had gone through anticipated cycles of review, 
rejection, change, etc. etc. At the same time he was prepared to come back 
in January or February to bring Senate up to date on the situation at that 
time. 


Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning the absence of a security guard in the 
Hall Building garage on Saturdays and Sundays, Mr. Martin stated that as 
far as he was aware, and whenever he has driven in on a week-end, there 
has been a security guard on duty. However, he would look into the matter. 
80-10-8 In response to a question concerning policies or guidelines 
covering costs for assignments which were being charged to students, 
particularly in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, Senate was 
advised that there was a problem in administering printing budgets and at 
the same time, the Faculty was under increasing pressure from students to 
have more printed materials. The present policy was that when hand-outs 
exceed a certain number, of pages, the students would have to pay a small 
extra charge for it. This did not apply to outlines or things that involved 
only a few sheets of paper. In general, the professors were advised that the 
printing budget was not unlimited and if they wanted to enrich their course 
with more meaningful readings, they should recover the cost, without 
profit, directly from the students. The feeling was expressed that the 
students should be willing to pay fifty cents or a dollar, rather than twenty 
dollars for a textbook, to get one or two pieces of material. Also, the policy 
was to accommodate the students as much as possible and if there were 
specific complaints, they should be brought to the attention of the Associate 
Dean, Academic and Administration. 


Responding to a question concerning the elective credits in the Computer 
Science programme, Dr. O'Brien advised that Senate could, if it wished, 
make a recommendation to a particular Faculty on curricular matters. 
However, Senate would expect to find that questions of this nature had 
already been discussed at the department and Faculty levels. On the other 
hand, if indeed, it had been discussed and someone then wished to come to 
Senate with an allegation that the matter had not been adequately dealt with 
and that Senate should therefore take an interest in it, Senate certainly could 
do so. At the same time, he emphasized that Senate should not be the 
starting point for such discussions. 


It was pointed out that there seemed to be some confusion over the proper 
designation of one of the departments in the Faculty of Arts and Science, 
namely the Department of Biology versus the Department of Biological 
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Sciences. It was wondered which was correct. Dr. O'Brien advised that 
technically speaking, the name of the Department was the Department of 
Biology, as designated in the documents relating to the reorganization of the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, which were approved by Senate and 'the 
Board of Governors in 1977. It was suggested that the departmental 
designation should be corrected in the next Calendar. 


In response to a question concerning the "no-smoking" policy, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that a discussion that took place at Senate several years ago, 
ended up with Senate suggesting strongly that there should be no smoking 
in classrooms, lecture rooms, etc. There was also some discussion to the 
effect that a room of this kind, occupied as It was at the moment, should be 
considered analogous to a classroom, and in consequence, Senate was 
urging its own members not to smoke while Senate was in session. He 
imagined that Senate has been roughly as effective in enforcing the rule at its 
own meetings, as has been the case in many other places in the University, 
but for the information of Senate, that was the situation, and he wished to 
draw it to the attention of the honourable members. A number of 
suggestions were made, including a suggestion that Senators who smoke 
should congregate in one part of the room, and Dr. O'Brien 0 advised that 
he would bring these to the attention of the Steering Committee-for 
consideration. 


OPEN SESSION 


Appointments 


Senate Committees 


The Secretary advised that he had just received a listing of the following 
appointments to the Standing Committees of Senate: 


Steering Committee - John Revay; 

U.C.C.C. - John Revay; Lois Crowe; 

Priorities and Resource Allocation Committee Ann Moralajo; 
Verna Colavincenzo; 

Library Committee - John Revay; Verna Colavincenzo; Jeff 
Rabinovitch; Mary Mazzucca; 

Fellowships, Scholarships and Awards Committee Lois Crowe; 
Maria Picciano; Christabelle Moore. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. REVAY, SECONDED BY DEAN SIMON, 
THAT THE STUDENT APPOINMENTS TO THE STANDING 
COMMITTEES OF SENATE (DOCUMENT US-80-10-D8), BE 
APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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Election Committee 


Dr. O'Brien explained that document US-80-10-DIl, from the Steering 
Committee, consisted of two parts. The first part was the nominations to the 
Election Committee and the second part was a recommendation concerning 
procedures for electing faculty representatives to the University Tenure 
Appeals Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KIRPALANI, THAT PROFESSORS B. BARBIERI, J. MILLER, M.S. 
NASSER, AND N. SMITH, CDOCUMENT US-80-10-Dl), BE 
APPOINTED TO THE ELECTION COMMITTEE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


In presenting and explaining the recommendations from the Steering 
Committee concerning procedures for electing Faculty representatives to the 
University Tenure Appeals Committee, Dr. O'Brien advised that as the 
Concordia Tenure Policy document was drafted, an Election Committee was 
called for and he interpreted the document as a whole as meaning that the 
matter of conducting the elections has been left in the hands of the Election 
Committee, to do as they see fit. Thus Senate could not really establish 
procedures for the elections. However, 1 since Senate could make 
recommendations to anybody about anything, if it saw fit, it could, if it 
wished to do so, make a recommendation to the Election Committee. 


He further advised that the Steering Committee, in considering the matter, 
felt that it would be desirable to make a recommendation to the Election 
Committee on the way in which the elections should be carried out. He 
explained that essentially the Steering Committee was recommending that a 
cumulative ranking system be used for the elections. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KIRPALANI, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GROSS, THAT SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE ELECTION 
COMMITTEE, THE PROCEDURES PROPOSED BY THE STEERING 
COMMITTEE FOR ELECTING FACULTY REPRESENTATIVES TO 
THE UNIVERSITY TENURE APPEALS COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT 
US-80-10-D]I). 


It was noted that there was a discrepancy between item 3, in the 
recommended procedures (document US-80-10-D1), which states that "all 
candidates must be ranked, otherwise the ballot will be considered as 
invalid", and the last paragraph on page 3 of the document entitled 
Proportional Representation, which-states that "if a voter indicates only his 
first choice and his chosen candidate happens to be in one of the categories 
described in the previous paragraph, such voter is sacrificing his right to 
vote for an alternative candidate." The feeling was expressed that the last 
paragraph on page 3 of the document on Proportional Representation, 
which means that the voter retains his franchise even if that voter wishes to 
indicate only his first choice, was perfectly reasonable. Consequently, one 
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would take exception to item 3 of the recommendation from the Steering 
Committee. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. FANCOTT, SECONDED 
BY PROF. XISTRIS, THAT ITEM 3 OF THE RECOMMENDATION 
FROM THE STEERING COMMITTEE, (DOCUMENT US-80-10-Dl), BE 
DELETED. 


In response to a question as to whether or not the intention of the 
amendment was to replace item 3 of the recommendation from the Steering 
Committee, with the last paragraph on page 3 of the document on 
Proportional Representation, Dr. O'Brien explained that what was before 
Senate was not the adoption of the document on Proportional 
Representation as such, which was simply attached as an illustration of the 
system being proposed by the Steering Committee. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Revisions to the Membership of the Fine Arts Faculty Council 


Prof. Gross presented and explained the proposed revisions to the 
membership of the Fine Arts Faculty Council (document US-80-10-D3). 
The thrust of the proposal was to bring the membership of the Council into 
line with the existing internal structures of the University. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien explained that the present 
membership of the Fine Arts Faculty Council included a representative from 
the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science and a representative from the Sir 
George Williams Faculty of Arts, but did not include representation from 
the Concordia Faculty of Arts and Science. Those two seats have simply 
remained with apparently no interest having been expressed in them, for the 
last two or three years. The Fine Arts Faculty Council was making a 
recommendation to Senate to tidy up the situation. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. XISTRIS, 
THAT THE PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE 
FINE ARTS FACULTY COUNCIL, (DOCUMENT US-80-10-D3), BE 
APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


It was stated that one did not know to what extent the Concordia Faculty of 
Arts and Science was aware that seats were previously assigned to the 
component parts of the now existing Faculty of Arts and Science. It was 
also pointed out that the Faculty of Arts and Science presently had 
representatives on other Faculty Councils, just as other Faculties had 
representatives on the Arts and Science Faculty Council. 
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It was suggested that it was not quite correct to say that there was lack of 
interest on the part of the Arts and Science Faculty in not appointing 
representatives to the Fine Arts Faculty Council. Rather, as a result of the 
Arts and Science merger and some of the problems which had to be 
straightened out within the Faculty, there was obviously an oversight 
whereby the existence of two seats on the Fine Arts Faculty Council was 
missed. At the same time, the Concordia Faculty of Arts and Science was 
never asked to fill the vacancies that existed on the Fine Arts Faculty 
Council. 


It was suggested that the motion be tabled for a month in order to allow time 
for consideration on the question of the inter-relationship between certain 
departments within Arts and Science and Fine Arts. The feeling was also 
expressed that before Senate voted to delete something which existed in the 
past, some consideration ought to be given to what actually exists at the 
moment. This would provide an opportunity for consultations to take place, 
particularly within the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
TOBIAS, THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Revision to the Membership of the Arts and Science Faculty Council 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
TRUDEL, THAT THE RECOMMENDATION THAT ONE FACULTY 
MEMBER ELECTED BY THE INSTITUTE OF COOPERATIVE 
EDUCATION BE ADDED TO THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE ARTS AND 
SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL, (DOCUMENT US-80-10-D4), BE 
APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


In response to a question, Dean Taddeo advised that the matter of the 
Composition of the Arts and Science Faculty Council and its size, was 
presently under consideration by the Faculty Council Steering Committee. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Modifications to CEGEP Profile 


Prof. Whitelaw explained the proposed change in the Commerce profile. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SIMON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WHITELAW, THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGE IN THE CEGEP 
PROFILE FOR ENTRY TO PROGRAMMES IN COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION, (DOCUMENT US-80-10-D5), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
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Structures for Computer Science 


Dr. O'Brien advised that at this meeting Senate would be basically 
discussing the type of committee to be established in Computer Science, its 
mandate, membership and the level at which it would be operating. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained document US-80-10-D2, a 
proposal for the replacement of recommendations 4, 5 and 6 of document 
US-80-8-D6, which was discussed at the September 26, 1980, meeting of 
Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that at some point it would have to be decided whether 
Senate was basically in favor of proposal B.1., beginning on page 2, 
document US-80-10-D2, or was inclined towards proposal B.2., page 4, 
document US-80-10-D2. However, he suggested that for the moment, we 
should have a general discussion to see in which direction Senate might 
wish to go. 


In response to a question concerning the status of the "Senate Student 
Caucus" referred to in the proposed composition of the Computer Science 
Sub-Committee, (proposal B.1., item 4, page 2, document US-80-10-D2), 
Dr. O'Brien advised that while it does not appear in many, if any, formal 
written Concordia documents, it certainly has been "de facto" recognized 
over the past two years, insofar as Senate was concerned. 


It was pointed out that there was a problem with the Student Caucus system 
insofar as formulation of policy was concerned, in that it ends up that there 
must be agreement between the GSA and CUSA or the decision would 
really be invalid, for the simple reason that CUSA alone was not in any 
position to decide on policies which would affect graduate students. It was 
proposed therefore, that the clause relating to the appointment of student 
representatives to the proposed Computer Science Sub-Committee, be 
amended to the effect that the undergraduate students be named by CUSA 
and the graduate students named by GSA. 


Senate was also advised that, at the appropriate time, an amendment would 
be proposed that there be two undergraduate students on the 
Sub-committee, one enrolled in a B.Comp.Sc. programme and the other as 
a representative of those students not enrolled in Computer Science but who 
have a direct interest in it. 


In response to a question concerning the mandate of the proposed 
Sub-Committee (proposal B.1., item 5, page 2, document US-80-10-D2), it 
was explained that, as was the practice with other curriculum matters that 
were submitted to U.C.C.C., if U.C.C.C. disagreed with something which 
was proposed by the Sub-Committee, U.C.C.C. would attempt through 
negotiations to reach an agreement. However, ultimately, if the 
disagreement persisted, the matter would come to Senate and U.C.C.C. 
would report that it disagreed with the particular proposal. It would then be 
up to Senate to pronounce on it. 
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The feeling was expressed that an attempt should be made to maintain as 
broad an outlook as possible over the next-three to seven years insofar as 
the development of Computer Science was concerned. Also, by having the 
proposed Computer Science Committee report directly to Senate, the 
academic community would be involved in a more general way in 
discussing the whole development of Computer Science. Consequently, one 
would be more in favor of adopting the second model as proposed under 
B.2., pages 4 and 5, document US-80-10-D2. 


Support was voiced for model 1, (proposal B.1., pages 2. 3, and 4. 
document US-80-10-D2). it being argued that we already had a very long 
procedure insofar as approval of course changes was concerned, and if the 
proposed Computer Science Committee was to report directly to Senate it 
would mean that Computer Science curriculum changes would have to go 
through the Department, the Faculty Council, the Computer Science 
Committee, U.C.C.C. and finally to Senate. That was, we would end up 
with an even more complex procedure than the one we already had, 
particularly since, as already had been pointed out, a committee of Senate 
would be a far less flexible organization than a sub-Committee and one 
would much prefer to see a less formal committee and one which would not 
throw any extra impediment into already lengthy procedures for dealing 
with curriculum change proposals. 


In terms of the decisions taken at the last Senate meeting and the matters that 
were tabled, Dr. O'Brien advised that he would invite someone to make a 
motion to the effect that Senate proceed along the lines of the first model, 
(proposal B.1., pages 2, 3 and 4, document US-80-10-D2). If that motion 
was passed, he would then invite more precise motions on the membership 
of the Sub-Committee and on the other details contained in the proposal. If 
the motion was defeated, he would invite someone to make a motion that 
Senate proceed along the lines proposed in the second model. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MALIK, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FANCOTT, THAT SENATE PROCEED ALONG THE LINES 
PROPOSED IN SECTION B.1., DOCUMENT US-80-10-D2. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. TRUDEL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KIRPALANI, THAT THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMPUTER 
SCIENCE SUB-COMMITTEE, (SECTION B.1., ITEM 4, PAGE 2, 
DOCUMENT US-80-10-D2), BE APPROVED. 


With respect to a question raised concerning the length of term for 
membership on the Computer Science Sub-Committee, it was argued that in 
those instances where members were appointed by the Deans, etc., it would 
be possible to have continuing memberships, but when members were 
appointed by the Faculty Councils, it would be necessary to spell out the 
terms. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED 
BY PROF. CURNEW, THAT THE LENGTH-OF TERMS FOR 
FACULTY MEMBERS BE TWO YEARS, STAGGERED IN THE FIRST 
ROUND OF APPOINTMENTS. 


- AMENDMENT CARRIED - 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. REVAY, SECONDED BY 
MS. CROWE, THAT THE ITEM ON STUDENT MEMBERS BE 
DELETED, (SECTION B.1.4., PAGE 2, DOCUMENT US-80-10-D2), 
AND REPLACED BY "TWO UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS TO BE 
APPOINTED BY CUSA, ONE OF WHOM MUST BE IN A COMPUTER 
SCIENCE PROGRAMME, AND ONE GRADUATE STUDENT 
APPOINTED BY THE GRADUATE STUDENTS' ASSOCIATION; AND 
THAT THESE STUDENTS BE NAMED FOR A RENEWABLE TERM 
OF ONE YEAR. 


With respect to the previous amendment concerning faculty membership, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that the term would be renewable, as was the usual 
practice for such memberships. 


In response to a concern expressed over the wording of the amendment, it 
was explained that the whole thrust of the amendment was to ensure input 
from those students who were not in Computer Science, but who, 
nonetheless, were becoming aware of the increasing importance of 
computers in society and were demonstrating a tremendous level of interest 
in this area. It was also explained that the wording of the amendment would 
allow for the appointment of a student who was not in Computer Science, 
although, legally speaking, both student appointments could come from the 
area of Computer Science. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Concern was expressed over the need to have three faculty representatives 
from the Department of Computer Science on the Sub-Committee, and it 
was argued that, given the nature of the Sub-Committee, one of the faculty 
positions should be assigned to a member of the Faculty of Engineering at 
large. It was suggested that the proposed faculty membership should be 
changed to "Four faculty members from the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science, two of whom must be from the Department of Computer 
Science, and one of whom must be from the Department of Electrical 
Engineering.” 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED 
BY DEAN SWAMY, THAT "THREE FACULTY MEMBERS FROM 
THE DEPARTMENT OF COMPUTER SCIENCE" AND "ONE 
FACULTY MEMBER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF ELECTRICAL 
ENGINEERING", BE DELETED AND REPLACED BY - "FOUR 
FACULTY MEMBERS FROM THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING 
AND COMPUTER SCIENCE, TWO OF WHOM MUST BE FROM THE 
DEPARTMENT OF COMPUTER SCIENCE AND ONE OF WHOM 
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MUST BE FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF ELECTRICAL 
ENGINEERING." 


It was stated that with the presence of the Computer Science Department in 
the Faculty of Engineering, there would be ample interaction between the 
members of the Computer Science Department and the other faculty 
members in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science. However, it 
was argued that what was desirable in this instance was to have an 
interdisciplinary committee, with large Computer Science participation in 
order to maximize the interaction between Computer Science faculty 
members and other faculty members within the University. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CURNEW, SECONDED BY DEAN 
FRENCH, THAT THE MANDATE OF THE COMPUTER SCIENCE 
SUB-COMMITTEE, (SECTION B.1., ITEM 5, PAGE 3, DOCUMENT 
US-80-10-D2), BE APPROVED. 


The feeling was expressed that it was not clear in the wording of item 5.2., 
what was supposed to result from the consideration of the Sub-Committee 
and it was suggested that the phrase "and to make recommendations 
thereon," be added to the end of the item. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. FINK, SECONDED BY 
DEAN SWAMY, THAT THE PHRASE "AND TO MAKE 
RECOMMENDATIONS THEREON", BE ADDED TO THE END OF 
ITEM 5.2., (PAGE 3, DOCUMENT US-80-10-D2). 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


It was stated that a comment had been made earlier in the meeting about 
"computer science" not including the use or application of computers and 
there seemed to be some disagreement as to what "computer science" 
actually meant in relation to the mandate of the Sub-Committee. The feeling 
was expressed that rather than having a specific amendment on the matter, it 
would be sufficient if the Chairman of the Sub-Committee interprets the 
mandate in the broader sense. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Chairman of the Sub-Committee has indicated 
that the mandate would be interpreted in the broader sense and unless 
anyone wished to question this, the presumption would be that the mandate 
would be interpreted in the broader sense. 


THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED 


80-10-24 


80-10-26 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. KIRPALANI, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE APPROPRIATENESS AND EFFECTIVENESS 
OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE BE REVIEWED BY SENATE AFTER 
THREE YEARS OF OPERATION, (SECTION B.1., ITEM 6., 
DOCUMENT US-80-10-D21. 80-10-25 IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. 
FANCOTT, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMY, THAT THE PRESENT 
COMPUTER SCIENCE COMMITTEE OF SENATE BE DISBANDED, 
(RECOMMENDATION E.7, PAGE 8, DOCUMENT US-80-10-D6). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


It was unanimously agreed that the Task Force on Structures for Computer 
Science, be discharged. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:40 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


